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PREFACE

(n view of the olarmingly rate of subsidiony Legisla
-tion onacted pen yean, there is a greater nead fon
control over the sulsidiany Legislotion so that the
execulive will not recdily abuse the powers vested on
2o them gecording to thein unfetiered and unlinited
disenction. This is more s0 if the legislotion tend
Lo encroach upon mottens such as the nights, Lilenty
and property of an individugl.

The authon hgs triel to explone the many possille
ways in which the counts, by means of thein creati-
vity and flecilility in interproting the statutes
in question and Ay thein initiative to devise Loop
—holes Lo combal any abuse on the ports of the execu
—tive!

The authon is most grgteful to lln. Shed Farugi, Course
~Tulon for lhe Diploma in Law for his help ond encourage
~menl withoul which the aulhon would nol have been able
2o complele lhis project paper.
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CHAPTER (

(n constitutional theony, the Law-m~hing function
essatiolly Lelongs Lo the Parliament. lNowever, wilth the
growth of the function of the State ond the consequent
grouwth in the number of Lass enacted pen pean Ly the
Legislalune, Porlianent has to entaust some of it’'s
Legislalive powan to the subordingte Law-mahing fodics.

The Legal sovereignily of the Parlianent still
holds good for none of these Losser Lodies can Legislate
except 8y ond with the authonily of the Parlianent.
Subsidiary Legislation is the feature of modern civili-
sation of aState.

According to Du‘.q;, il is a resull of cal.éaat.wz,m .
Before this era of 'collectivisn’ the flow of thase
powers was no more thon a mere trichle. After the tuo
World Wars and wilh the introduction of the Velfare Siate,
the excercise of subsidiary Legislalion was intensified
and increased that il Began Lo casl some uneasiness as
1o it’s extent. Most of the enilicism have been aimed

‘rather against the volume and character of
delegaled Leglslation than against the

2
practise of delegation itself’

Therelore, the question arises, whethen sulsidiany
Legislation is necessary and Lo whol safeguands are
available to cnsure proper excersice of the powen Ly

/
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